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Containment evaporated as the foundation of American foreign policy with the end of the Cold War.
Washington is searching for a replacement --for a strategy which will serve American interests under current conditions of reduced threat and limited resources. Domestic affairs have taken precedence over foreign policy, the economy over defense. The government is pinching pennies --and raising taxes --to make up for quadrupling the national debt in a score of years.
As we adjust to the straitened circumstances of the postcontainment era, it is appropriate to reevaluate all aspects of our foreign policy, particularly those which are most costly. We need to ask whether past programs serve American interests, whether they produce benefits commensurate with their costs, and whether we can afford to maintain them in the future. This paper considers the costs and benefits of support for Israel from the perspective of American interests.
Israel has long been the main recipient of American foreign aid, both military and economic. "We would be firmly opposed to any solution of the Palestinian problem which would permit a n%ajority of the population to discriminate against a minority on religious, racial or other grounds .... I am convinced, furthermore, that the responsible Jewish groups and leaders interested in developing the Jewish National Home in Palestine have no intention of expelling now or at a later date the indigenous inhabitants of that country or of using Palestine as a base for aggression against neighboring Arab states. ' '3 Initial moral and diplomatic support for Israel was to grow over the years into substantial military and economic assistance.
With benefit of hindsight, it is now possible evaluate whether support for Israel has served American interests.
Benefits: Moral a~d Real
American interests in dealing with any country fall into three broad categories:
-prosperity, and -the propagation of American values, such as democracy, pluralism, and respect for human rights. 4
Observers of the U.S.-Israeli relationship place the benefits for the United States into the first and third categories only.
They find "moral" benefits predominating in the early years, with increasing "real" benefits as Israel proved to be a strategic asset in containing communism. As the amount of aid grows, so does the U.S. stake in protecting its previous investments. Put in more abstract terms, one of the dependent state's interests is to lead the superpower into an 'investment trap. ' The United States appears to be entangled in such a trap. 9
A similar line of reasoning held that the United States had a continuing "moral" obligation to Israel because it assumed an obligation in the past.
Sheffer and Hofnung embraced this logic even as they pointed out that it had become more difficult to Before making such a calculation, we need to consider the costs of the relationship, both financial and intangible.
Financial Costs: The Main Recipient of Foreign Aid
No country has received more American aid than Israel. 
U.S. AID TO ISRAEL

Comparisons for Perspective
The following alternative expenditures illustrate the value of the more than three billion dollars which the United States gives to Israel each year:
Less than ten percent of the aid to Israel would pay for the $300 million vaccination program which President Clinton has proposed for American children.
Slightly more would pay off the roughly $400 million which the United States owes the United Nations.
Aid to Israel is more than twice the amount we are providing to ease Russia's transition to a democratic market economy. President Clinton has offered $1.6 billion dollars for that purpose.
-Aid to Israel could pay for doubling the Head Start program for American pre-school children, which now costs $3 billion per year. 
Attack and Expansion
Israel has fought and won five wars with its Arab neighbors.
The Arabs started two (1948 and 1973).
Israel struck first in the other three (1956, 1967, and 1982 Fortunately, the Soviet Union did not overreact or misinterpret our intentions.
Weighing Costs and Benefits
Administration after Administration has declared that support for Israel is one of the foundations of American policy.
Nevertheless, the extent of that support is incomprehensible on the basis of U.S. national interests. "At the heart of U.S.-Israeli relations is a vexing paradox: the more economically and militarily dependent Israel becomes on the United States, the more its seems able to frustrate U.S. policy-makers; conversely, the more assistance and support the United States provides Israel, the less it seems able to affect Israel on issues that it considers important. ' '33 The United States ends up in the worst of all possible worlds: it is identified with Israel and pays Israel's bills, yet it has minimal control over Israeli actions.
American aid has sometimes been justified on the grounds that unswerving support is essential to give Israel the security it needs in order to take risks for peace.
An increased sense of security, in fact, seems only to discourage bargaining with the Generous American aid has subsidized intransigence rather than inducing Israel to make peace. Unfortunately, the Clinton Administration has chosen to continue the traditional "blank check" policy, assuring Israel that budget cuts will not affect American aid.
Time for a Change
We have reached the point that George Kennan predicted in with its allies to absorb refugees from a failed experiment.
On the other hand, the Israelis have proven their tenacity.
The Zionists fought to establish Israel; the state was not forced With the exception of the Eisenhower Administration, which virtually compelled Israel's withdrawal from the Sinai after the 1956 war, American Presidents, and to an even greater degree Senators and Representatives, have been subjected to recurrent pressures from what has come to be know as the Israeli lobby.
For the most part, they have been responsive, and for reasons not always related either to personal convictions or careful reflection on the national interest .... 36 Can American politicians --and American supporters of Israel --reflect carefully upon the American national interest?
If they do, I believe they must conclude that our national interests are harmed by siding with Israel and that the nation has better uses for the funds so generously devoted to Israel in the past. We need the courage to change --before the next oil embargo, terrorist attack, or war does further damage.
